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ABSTRACT
Recent research has shown a relationship between pet
ownership and certain mental health variables.

In this

study, the relationship between pet-seeking behavior and
personality characteristics was examined.

The subjects

were 33 individuals seeking to adopt a pet at a local
humane society and a comparison group of 16 individuals who
were not interested in possessing a pet.

Information was

collected on a number of demographics including age, sex,
marital status, education, number of minor children in the
home, and prior and current pet ownership.

The NEO

Personality Inventory was utilized to gather personality
characteristics.
The hypothesis under study was that pet-seeking
individuals would score more positively than non-pet
seeking individuals on self-report measures of
psychological health.

This was not confirmed.

Of the 20

personality facets of the NEO, only two were dimensions of
significant difference between the pet-seeking and non-pet
seeking groups.

on both the values and excitement-seeking

facets, the pet-seeking group evidenced higher mean score.
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INTRODUCTION
Recently there has been an increase in the research
involving human and animal interactions, including pet
facilitated therapy and the human-companion animal bond.
The practice of using companion animals as a therapeutic
aid with the institutionalized elderly has become
widespread and there have been therapeutic programs
implemented with inpatient and outpatient children,
chronically ill patients, schizophrenics, criminals,
bereaved spouses, and substance abusers (Bachman, 1987;
Bolin, 1986; Bustad & Hines, 1980; Curtis, 1981; Hamilton,
1981; Walshaw, 1984; and Donaghy, 1986).

However, a very

large majority of the companion animal research is
descriptive in nature and many assumptions are being made
based on anecdotal literature and single case reports.
The recognition of companion animals' beneficial
interactions with humans is also evidenced by federal laws
governing fully or partially subsidized housing projects
which must allow the elderly to keep pets (Parrish, 1987).
In general, the concept of utilizing companion animals for
the benefit of therapeutic populations has become accepted
throughout much of the psychological community.

While the

increase in companion animal research is recent, the
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benefits of animals in therapy has not gone unrecognized in
the past.

Konrad Lorenz (1952, 1965) wrote on the bond

between pet and owner, and Messent (1984) notes that Freud
often had a pet dog in the room during consultation with
patients.

Levinson (1962, 1964, 1965) used companion

animals as "ice breakers" when introducing children to
therapy and contributed extensively to the literature on
the relationship between humans and companion animals
(1969, 1970, 1972, and 1978).
Dogs have been labelled "social lubricants" by some
researchers (Messent, 1984), as owners walking their dogs
spoke to strangers more and at greater length than when
walking alone.

In research conducted by Vogel, Quigley and

Anderson (1981), four areas were identified by pet owners
and non-owners as advantages of having an animal:
companionship (70.5%); love and affection (52%); pleasure
(39%); and protection (36%).

Other benefits of pet

ownership have been identified by Walshaw (1984).
Companion animals enable their owners to exhibit them at
pet shows which may be a source of pride.
to the owners' self-esteem.

This contributes

There are also benefits from

outside exercise and the human-animal teamwork enjoyed by
owners of dogs used for hunting or obedience work as the
owner engages in outside recreational activity.

These

advantages were developed by Walshaw (1984) based on
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personal experience with pet owners.

Walshaw contends that

sufficient research to confirm the anecdotal reports of pet
facilitated therapy successes could result in the writing
of "prescriptions for pets."
Kidd and Kidd (1984), who based their assumptions on
their contact with pet owners, credit pets with teaching
children empathy, mastery, self-esteem and the exchange of
affection.

Other psychological benefits of pet ownership

have also been offered by Kidd and Feldman (1981).

They

studied 104 adults ranging in age from 65 to 87 who
completed the Adjective Checklist.

Results showed that pet

owners scored significantly higher than non-pet owners on
the number of favorable adjectives checked.

These scores

indicated responsibility, dependability, lack of egotism
and self-centeredness, helpfulness and benevolence.

Pet

owners scored lower than non-pet owners on the Succorance
scale, indicating that they are independent and selfsufficient, and on the Abasement scale, indicating that
they are more likely to be optimistic, poised and
productive.
Hallgren (1986) writes that animals are often accepted
as members of the family and equal emotions may exist from
owner to pet as exist from parent to child.

This is also

evidenced by the attention now being devoted to the grief
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individuals experience following the death of a pet (Hart,
Rivero, & Hart, 1986).
Research has evidenced that the presence of a friendly
companion animal in the family has an effect on family
relationships.

However, results of the studies in this

area are conflicting regarding positive or negative
outcomes.

Levenson and Meek (1986) studied 30 married

couples with a pet dog in a three-session laboratory
project.

The sample included both happily and unhappily

married couples.

Interactions included a neutral

discussion, conflict resolution with the dog in the room
and conflict resolution without the dog.

The presence of

a dog in the room during conflict resolution between
husband and wife increased the likelihood of self-reported
positive emotions and had a "smoothing effect" on
physiological distress.

Pet interaction within the family

was also studied by Soares and Whalen (1986).

They

surveyed 106 subjects (51 households) with a self-report
questionnaire.

Families who reported having greater

conflict within the system also reported more problems of
greater severity with their companion animals.
There is research disclaiming the companion animals'
benefits and therapeutic influence.

Ory and Goldberg

5

(1983) found that the general happiness of elderly noninstitutionalized women was related to their attachment to
the pet, rather than to the pet ownership per se.
Similarly, a favorable attitude toward the companion animal
(not the possession of the companion animal) was found to
contribute more to the perceived happiness of the owner
than did social satisfaction and daily activities (Connell
& Lago, 1984).

The happiness variable in the Connell and

Lago study was measured by an adapted form of the MUNSH
(Memorial University of Newfoundland Scale of Happiness)
and the subjects were 80 pet owners ranging in age from 54
to 88 (Mage= 70).
Simon (1984) noted a potential risk when adopting a
pet, i.e., dealing with the world in an immature manner.
His method of data collection included gathering anecdotes
from friends who owned pets, individuals walking dogs on
the street and pet owners who answered a local newspaper
advertisement.

The infantile behavior in which Simon

claims pet owners engage was evidenced in two ways:

1) the

pet owner develops a fantasy life which revolves around the
pet and functions in essence as a way to attempt to solve
an inner problem; and 2) the individual uses the pet as a
narcissistic extension in which satisfaction of the pet is
substituted for more adaptive satisfaction of one's self.
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According to Kidd and Kidd (1984), interaction with pets is
also subst ituted for normal human-human interaction by less
stable i n dividuals, and pets are often given more attention
than ch i ldren in a family.

Results of the above studies

were based on individual anecdotes of pet owners, not on
empirically based data.
Cameron, Conrad, Kirkpatrick, and Batten (1966)
researched the negative aspects of pet ownership.

In a

door-to-door sample of 176 subjects who completed selfreport questionnaires regarding their liking of self, the
data demonstrated that pet owners were less likely to "like
people" in general than were non-pet owners.
Mattson (1972)

Cameron and

found in a later study that pet owners were

less "psychologically healthy" than non-pet owners.

They

based this assumption on self-report questionnaires similar
to the earlier study.
ages 12 to 89 years.

The subjects were 508 ind i viduals,
The researchers also found that pet

owners felt less liked by others and claimed more liking
for pets than people.

Non-owners claimed more liking for

people than pets.
Research has been devoted to the relationship between
companion animal ownership and the health status or outcome
of health problems of the owner (Friedmann, Katcher, Eaton,

& Berger, 1984; Friedmann, Katcher, Lynch, & Thomas, 1980;
Katcher, 1981; Katcher & Friedmann, 1980).

One study of
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coronary heart disease patients found that pet owners were
more likely to be alive after one year following
hospitalization than non-pet owners.
(1980)

Friedmann et al.

reported this effect to be independent of the

physiological severity of the illness, a variable which is
accepted by the medical profession as the most important
factor in the health and recovery of the pet owner.

Pet

ownership has also been found to decrease the likelihood,
severity and progress of stress-related illnesses by
reducing anxiety, loneliness and depression (Katcher, 1981;
Katcher & Friedmann, 1980).
Friedmann, Katcher, Eaton, and Berger (1984) proposed
that attempting to relate pet ownership to health status in
various populations has produced inconsistent results.
Based on a sample of college students at a non-residential
urban college, they found that pet ownership was not
related to health status.
The psychological effects of pet ownership have also
been studied with inconsistent results.

The presence of a

friendly dog was shown to reduce cardiovascular,
behavioral, and psychological indicators of anxiety
(Friedmann, Katcher, Thomas, Lynch, & Messent, 1983) and
looking at fish swimming in a tank was associated with
decreased psychophysiological anxiety in mildly and
moderately stressful situations (Katcher, Friedmann, Beck,
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& Lynch, 1983).
Thoma (1984)

Research by Baun, Bergstrom, Langston, and

reported a significant decrease over time in

blood pressure when petting a dog with whom a companion
animal bond had been established.

Blood pressure, electro-

cardiogram, and respiratory rates were recorded at baseline
and continuously over three periods in which the subjects
petted either their own bonded dog or the investigator's
dog or read magazines while seated.

No significant

difference in heart or respiratory rates were found.
However, significant differences were evidenced between
groups for both diastolic (£<.008) and systolic (£<,001)
blood pressure.

Petting a bonded dog had a relaxation

effect equal to that of quiet reading.

The study included

24 subjects (age 24 to 72, Mage= 47) who owned dogs, had
a positive attitude toward their dogs, and demonstrated
bonding with their own dogs.

The dogs themselves were

screened so that only the owners of well-behaved dogs were
included in the study.
Based on a 1968 sample of non-institutionalized
individuals over the age of 65, there was no association
between pet ownership and self-reported well-being of the
individuals (Lawton, Moss, & Moles, 1984).

similarly, no

connection was found between suicide and pet ownership in a
study of dog and cat owners and matched controls (Helsing &
Monk, 1985).
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Confusion over the cause and effect relationship
between pet owners' psychological status and the
acquisition of companion animals is evident.

The research

that has been done on the characteristics of individuals
before and after they have acquired companion animals has
been in nursing homes (Brickel, 1984; Francis, Turner, &
Johnson 1984; Donaghy, 1986), and hospitals (Lee, 1981;
Brickel, 1979).

It is this researcher's belief that these

studies do not generalize to a non-institutionalized
population, and further research is needed to assess the
personality characteristics of pet owners within the
general population.

Furthermore, attention must be paid to

these characteristics prior to the pet acquisition.
An alternative focus, then, is on the personality
characteristics of the individual exhibiting adoptive
behavior.

A related study of mothers evidenced differences

between the personality characteristics of foster mothers
and non-foster mothers.

Foster mothers scored

significantly higher on a social scale of Holland's
Vocational Preference Inventory (Wiehe, 1983).

Wiehe

proposed that while much of the uniqueness of foster
mothers has been conceptualized on the basis of demographic
variables, psychological characteristics are essential in
the selection and retention of foster mothers.
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Bulcroft and Albert (1986) studied the characteristics
of the pet owner and in examining ownership in rural and
urban settings, found that overall there are more
similarities than differences between urban pet owners and
rural pet owners.

In contrast, Friedman et al. (1984)

proposed that demographic variables are an important
consideration in the study of personality differences
between pet owners and non-pet owners.

In their previously

mentioned study of non-residential urban college students,
they found that pet ownership was related to residence type
and, using a multivariate analysis of variance, pet
ownership status (current, former, never) evidenced no
effect on physiological or psychological measures when the
subjects were grouped by race, sex and living situation.
Ory and Goldberg (1984) also studied the demographic
characteristics of pet owners.

In their study of 1,073

white married females (age 65 to 75), they found that when
compared to non-pet owners, pet owners were more likely to
be a part of a larger household, reside in a rural area,
live in a house, be of lower socioeconomic status, and be
relatively younger.

Multivariate analyses revealed that

demographic factors were the strongest predictor of pet
ownership.

Pets were associated with less happiness in

rural women, but greater happiness in suburban or urban
women.
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A correlation was also found between the marital
status of the elderly pet owner and self-perceived
happiness.

Unmarried individuals with a favorable attitude

toward the pet reported significantly greater happiness and
married pet owners with a favorable attitude reported
decreased happiness (Connel & Lago, 1984).
Personality characteristics of pet owners have also
been compared based on the type of pet involved.

Kidd,

Kelley, & Kidd (1984) found significant differences on the
personality scales of the Adjective Check List.

Horse

owners were found to be more assertive and introspective
and lower in warmth and nurturance than the owners of other
animals.

As for sex differences, male owners of horses

were aggressive and dominant while females were easy going.
Turtle or tortoise owners were seen as hard working,
reliable and upwardly mobile.

Bird owners were socially

outgoing and expressive and female owners of birds, in
particular, were more likely to be dominant.

The

r e searchers proposed that these characteristics of the
owners of specific companion animals be used to maximize
the benefits of pet ownership.

Data were interpreted using

analysis of variance applied to the scale scores (Kidd,
Kelley, & Kidd , 1984).
The results of a study of the psychological status of
99 subjects (categorized by pet ownership or non-pet
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ownership) who completed the well-being and self-acceptance
scales of the California Psychological Inventory evidenced
no significant differences (Martinez & Kidd, 1980).

The

researchers stressed a need for exploration into variables
which affect the value of and need for companion animals.
They proposed that their study's subjects were different
from previous studies' subjects as they were productively
and professionally employed.

This, along with the

previously cited research, suggests that the benefits of
pet ownership will vary by owner population.
In recent years, increasing research has been devoted
to individuals and their companion animals, with the
majority concluding that those individuals with companion
animals are psychologically healthier than those without
(Friedmann, Katcher, Thomas, Lynch, & Messent, 1983;
Katcher, 1981; Katcher & Friedmann, 1980; Katcher,
Friedmann, Beck, & Lynch, 1983; Messent, 1984).

These

assumptions were based on personality assessment and other
self-report measures which appropriately assess personality
characteristics.

It is this researcher's belief that there

is insufficient evidence that the acquisition of pets
promotes psychological health.
al.

The study by Friedmann et

(1984) addressed the hypothesis that the persona l ity

characteristics of pet owners would differ from non-pet
owners.

Their research was based, however, on an urban
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college population and focused predominantly on stress
variables (the study was actually part of a long term study
of student stress).
The present study enlisted subjects from a broader
population, one which is more reflective of the traditional
pet owner.

The conceptual hypothesis was that individuals

seeking a companion animal would demonstrate different
personality characteristics than would those individuals
who do not choose to acquire a companion animal.

In

addition, pet seeking individuals were anticipated to
differ in personality characteristics from the general
population.

Specifically, the pet seeking individuals

would score more positively on self-report measures of
psychological health.

It was expected that the pet seeking

individuals would obtain lower Neuroticism scale scores,
higher Extraversion scale scores, and higher Openness scale
scores than would non-pet seeking individuals, when
measured via the NEO personality inventory.

METHOD
Subjects
The subjects for this study were obtained through the
Seminole County Humane Society.

Individuals who were

seeking to adopt a pet were asked to participate in the
study.

Prospective adoptive pet owners were approached at

the facility and 33 sets of data were collected.

Subjects

were also asked to refer the researcher to two adult
friends or relatives who did not own nor choose to own a
companion animal.

This was intended to help keep the two

groups similar in social and economic backgrounds.

There

were a total of 49 subjects, 33 in the pet seeking group
and 16 in the comparison group.
Materials
Information and consent forms stating the purpose of
the study and the rights of participants in a research
project were used in accordance with the ethical standards
of the American Psychological Association (APA, 1981)
Appendices A and B).

(see

To assure anonymity, the non-pet

seeking participants also received a stamped and addressed
postcard to request a summary of the results (see Appendix
C).

A self-report questionnaire designed to obtain

demographic information concerning age, sex, marital
14
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status, number of children and prior and current pet
ownership (see Appendix D) was used.

A short note was

given to the pet-seeking participants (see Appendix E) as a
reminder to notify the non-pet seeking individuals that the
researcher would be calling.
The NEO Personality Inventory (NEO), developed by
Costa and Mccrae (1978), was used to obtain an overall
measure of personality and psychological functioning (see
Appendix F).

The NEO is a 181 item, paper and pencil

questionnaire developed for use with a non-clinical
population.

It consists of self-descriptive statements and

five options requiring a choice from "strongly disagree"
to "strongly agree," and addresses the broad
characteristics (domains) of neuroticism, extraversion,
openness, agreeableness and conscientiousness.

Within the

scale of neuroticism, the characteristics (facets) of
anxiety, hostility, depression, self-consciousness,
impuls i veness, and vulnerability are assessed.
Extraversion includes these facets:

warmth,

gregariousness, assertiveness, activity, excitementseeking, and positive emotions.

Openness contains the

subscale facets of fantasy, aesthetics, feelings, actions,
ideas, and values.
Throughout the scales there are patterns of moderate
to strong correlations with corresponding scales from other
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inventories and with ratings of the same traits by
different observers.

Construct validity is further

evidenced by their correlation with variables outside the
personality domain.

These include psychological well-

being; vocational interest and behavior; and health
perceptions.

As for reliability of the NEO, internal

consistency coefficients range from .85 to .93 for the N
(Neuroticism), E (Extraversion), and O (Openness) scales.
Retest reliabilities range from .66 to .92 for facets and
from .86 to .91 for the domain scales (Costa & Mccrae,
1985).
Procedures
All subjects participating in the study were informed
that a clinical psychology graduate student was studying
the personality characteristics of individuals who are
seeking to adopt a pet and those who are not choosing to
adopt a pet.

The first group of subjects (companion animal

seeking group) received questionnaires to complete while
they were at the Humane Society to adopt a pet.

The

subjects read the information and consent form and the
researcher obtained a signature prior to the completion of
the self-report questionnaires.

There was no further

contact with the subjects.
The information and consent form included a space for
the names, addresses, and telephone numbers of two adult
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friends or relatives who do not possess, nor choose to
possess, a companion animal.
least one individual.

Most subjects suggested at

The participants were asked to

contact those individuals prior to the initial contact by
the researcher and were given a short note as a reminder.
After communicating with the prospective reference group by
telephone, and upon receiving verbal consent, the
information and consent form and questionnaires were
mailed.

These were returned to the researcher by mail (a

self-addressed stamped envelope was included) and contact
with these subjects ceased at that time.

RESULTS
Descriptive statistics and t-tests were calculated.
Means and standard deviations for the demographic data
revealed initial significant differences between the two
groups.

The mean ages for the pet-seeking group and the

non-pet seeking group were 35.7 and 50.6 years,
respectively (1(47)=-3.10, 2<,003).

The two groups were

similar across the variables of sex, marital status and
education.

The pet-seeking group contained 19 females and

14 males; the non-pet seeking group contained 9 females and
7 males.

Table 1 includes means and standard deviations by

groups for the demographic data.
Average years of prior pet ownership was 15 years for
the pet-seeking group and 9.7 years for the non-pet seeking
group.

There was a positive correlation between prior pet

ownership and both incidence of current pet ownership
(K=,38, 2<.0l) and length of current pet ownership
(K=,44, 2<.001).

There were two significant differences between the
groups' performances on the NEO personality inventory.

On

the values facet, the pet-seeking group demonstrated a mean
score of 52.88 while the mean score for the non-pet seeking
group was 44.31 (1(47)=2.89, 2<,006).
18

The non-pet seeking
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TABLE 1
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS BY GROUP
FOR DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

GROUPS
PET-SEEKING
33

N

M
Age
Marital
Status
Education
(Years)
Minor Children
in Home

NONPET-SEEKING

35.7
3.79a

16
SD
14.79

M
50.6

SD
17.78

1.57

4.00

1. 59

13.94

2.81

14.06

2.27

. 33

.82

. 19

.40

a o = Combination, 1 = Widowed, 2 = Divorced,
3 = Separated, 4 = Married, 5 = Single, living with a
partner, 6 = Single, never married
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group score falls within the low range of the standardized
mean for the general population.
A d i fference was also evident on the excitementseeking facet of the NEO.

The pet-seeking group evidenced

a mean score of 61.15 and the non-pet seeking group
exhibited a mean score of 54.7 (1(47)=2.08, 2<,043).

The

pet-seeking group mean falls within the high range of the
standardized mean for the general population.

Table 2

contains means and standard deviations for the NEO scores.
Pet ownership (current and/or prior) was correlated
with performance on several facets of the NEO.

There were

positive correlations between current pet ownership and
both fantasy (~=.39, 2<,0l) and values (~=.42, 2<,0l).

As

evidenced previ ously in the t-test, membership in the nonpet seeking group is correlated negatively with the values
dimens i on (~=.39, 2<,0l).

The number of years of current

pet ownership was positively correlated with the NEO facets
of feelings (~=.34, 2<,0l), positive emotions (~=.39,
2<.0l ) and warmth (~=.44, 2<,001).

Prior pet ownership was

negatively correlated with conscientiousness (~=.34,
2<.0l).

Tables 3 and 4 include the NEO Score Correlations

with demographic variables and pet ownership.
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TABLE 2
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
FOR NEO SCORES BY GROUP
NEO FACET

PET-SEEKING

.M

NON PET-SEEKING

.M

NEUROTICISM
Anxiety

50.15

SD
8.44

Hostility

55.73

12.36

51.38

10.78

Depression

49.7

8.52

48.56

8.54

Self-Consciousness

50.45

9.32

47.44

8.22

Impulsiveness

51.55

6.8

50.63

9.32

Vulnerability

50.18

9.07

46.44

9.20

EXTRAVERSION
Warmth

54.76

SD
13.56

52.13

SD
10.61

Gregariousness

52.67

13.34

52.19

13.54

Assertiveness

54.67

10.82

53.13

10.26

Activity

52.33

7.53

52.88

6.09

Excitement-Seeking

61. 15

9. 54

54.69

11.45

Positive Emotions

54.73

9.54

53.81

9.31

51.88

SD
9,55

.M

.M

47.3

M

M

SD
9.88

OPENNESS
Fantasy

55.45

SD
10.62

Aesthetics

50.27

9.46

45.94

7.17

Feelings

53.09

10.22

48.63

10.06

Actions

47.67

10.00

46.88

10.75

Ideas

52.24

10.05

50.50

10.30

Values

52.88

9.54

44,31

10.08

22

TABLE 2 - CONTINUED

NEO FACET

PET-SEEKING

NON PET-SEEKING

AGREEABLENESS

47.15

SD
7.48

48.25

SD
6.32

CONSCIENTIOUSNESS

47.97

9.59

48.75

9.37

M

M
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TABLE 3
NEO SCORE CORRELATIONS
WITH DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

GROUPa

AGE

MARITALc EDUCA- MINOR
SEXb STATUS
TION CHILDREN

NEUROTICISM
-.15
Anxiety
-.17
Hostility
-.06
Depression
Self-Consciousness-.16
-.06
Impulsiveness
-.19
Vulnerability

-.14
-.15
-.26
-.24
-.16
-.15

.08
.05
.24
.40*
-.04
. 12

.32
.27
.27
.30
.004
,18

-.05
-.19
-.15
-.10
.11
-.39*

.06
.10
.15
.15
,04
,09

EXTRAVERSION
-.10
Warmth
-.02
Gregariousness
-.07
Assertiveness
.04
Activity
Excitement-Seeking-.29
Positive Emotions .05

-.07
-.10
-.001
-.26
-.42*
-.07

-.18
-.03
- , 30
-.03
.08
-.19

.07
-.07
-.21
.05
.50**
-.13

-.02
.05
,23
.39*
-.06
. 18

-.02
.01
.14
-.23
-.08
-.07

OPENNESS
Fantasy
Aesthetics
Feelings
Actions
Ideas
Values

-.31
-.09
-.17
-.14
-.04
-.22

.06
-.03
-.19
.13
-.17
-.12

.18
-.06
-.08
-.01
-.11
. 12

-.16
-.23
- . 21
-.04
-.08
-.39*

.16
.13
.04
.43*
.29
. 19

-.04
.14
.18
.007
.03
.05

AGREEABLENESS

.07

.02

-.25

-.12

-.08

- .29

CONSCIENTIOUSNESS

.04

-.01

-.28

-.16

-.02

.02

* p.:s,.01
** p.:5..001
a 1

=

Pet Seeking, 2

b 1

=

Female, 2

C

=
=
=

Combination, 1 = Widowed, 2 = Divorced,
Separated, 4 = Married, 5 = Single,
Single, never married

0
3
6

=

=

Non-Pet Seeking

Male

24

TABLE 4
NEO SCORE CORRELATIONS
WITH PET OWNERSHIP VARIABLES

PRIOR
PET
OWNERSHIPa

YEARS
PRIOR
PET
OWNERSHIP

CURRENT
PET
OWNERSHIP

YEARS
CURRENT
PET
OWNERSHIP

NEUROTICISM
Anxiety
Hostility
Depression
Self-Consciousness
Impulsiveness
Vulnerability

.06
-.09
.03
.12
.09
.08

-.09
-.01
-.02
.02
-.02
-.14

.01
.15
.08
-.04
-.07
-.05

.04
-.03
.12
.004
.008
.03

EXTRAVERSION
Warmth
Gregariousness
Assertiveness
Activity
Excitement-Seeking
Positive Emotions

.06
-.05
-.12
.04
.17
.28

-.03
-.16
.09
-.05
-.07
.04

.25
-.06
.23
.30
.16
.26

.18
.22
.19
.23
.39*

OPENNESS
Fantasy
Aesthetics
Feelings
Actions
Ideas
Values

.30
.10
.10
.03
.09
.08

.08
.16
-.05
.17
.15
.13

.42*

.005
.22
.26

AGREEABLENESS

.12

-.05

.12

.18

-.34*

-.07

.04

-.11

=

Combination

CONSCIENTIOUSNESS

.44**

.39*
.30
.22
.15
. 33

.24

.29
.34*

* p5.0l
** p5.001
a 1

=

No, 2

=

Dog, 3

=

cat, 4

=

Other, 5

DISCUSSION

The results failed to confirm the hypothesis that
individuals seeking to adopt a pet would score
significantly more positively on the NEO personality
inventory.

Of the 20 personality facets of the NEO, only

two (values and excitement-seeking) were dimensions of
significant difference between the pet-seeking and non-pet
seeking groups.

Excitement-seekers crave stimulation, they

like bright colors and noisy and dangerous environments.
An openness to values refers to a readiness to reexamine
social, political, and religious values (Costa & Mccrae,
1985).

Of these two dimensions, the excitement-seeking

score was found to correlate negatively with age and the
difference between groups may be indicative of the age
factor, not pet-seeking behavior per se.

In addition,

cross-sectional correlations of age with NEO scores suggest
lower scores for older subjects (Costa & Mccrae, 1985).
A major flaw in the method of this study concerns the
vast difference between sample size for the pet-seeking
group (n=33) and non-pet seeking group (n=l6).

This is a

result of difficulty in acquiring a reference group of
individuals who "do not own nor choose to own a pet."
of the pet-seeking subjects were unable to suggest two
25

Most
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individuals who met that description.

The significant age

difference between the pet-seeking group (M=35.7) and the
non-pet seeking group (M=50.6) may reflect the difficulty
encountered by the pet-seeking subjects in suggesting nonpet owners.
There were significant correlations between pet
ownership (current and prior) and several personality
facets of the NEO.

Current pet ownership was associated

with significantly higher scores on the dimensions of
fantasy and values.

The high fantasy score denotes an

individual with a vivid imagination who uses fantasy to
contribute to life's richness and creativity (Costa &
Mccrae, 1985).

The length of current pet ownership was

positively related to higher scores on the personality
facets of feelings, positive emotions and warmth.

A high

score on the feelings facet indicates a wider and deeper
range of emotional experience, i.e., feeling both happiness
and unhappiness more intensely.

The high score on pos i tive

emotions indicates an individual who is cheerful and
optimistic and more sat isfied with life.

Warmth impl ies

close emotional ties to others and a genuine liking for
people (Costa & Mccrae, 1985).
These results are similar to the positive self-reports
by pet-owners on the Adjective Checklist study done by Kidd
and Feldman (1981).

Higher scores on these characteristics
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are generally considered to be positive from an overall
mental health perspective.
Prior pet ownership correlated positively with current
ownership, that is, those subjects who had a pet in the
past were more likely to have a pet now.

Interestingly,

prior ownership correlated negatively with the personality
trait of conscientiousness, which includes the qualities of
persistence, organization and reliableness.

While there is

anecdotal research suggesting the benefits of pets in
teaching children positive social skills (Kidd & Kidd,
1984), conscientiousness as a variable has not been
previously explored.
Due to the group size limitations, the NEO variables
were also analyzed as compared to the standardized norm of
the personality inventory.

There were two instances of

scores outside the average range of the normative
population.

The pet-seeking group exhibited excitement

seeking characteristics significantly higher than the
normal population.

on the values measure, the non-pet

seeking group scored significantly below the normal range
of the general population.
While the original hypothesis was not confirmed, the
areas of significant findings in this study support the
research to date which shows a relationship between pet
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ownership and certain personality variables which have
implications for positive mental health or adjustment.
This study's major flaws in attempting to tap the
characteristics of pet-seeking individuals were in the
small group sizes and the gap in mean ages.

The two

significant differences evidenced between the groups
(performance on values and excitement-seeking facts), are
confounded by the age influence and merit further study.
An interesting addition to this line of research would
include not only the type of pet (i.e., dog, cat, bird) but
specific breed of animal for instance, cocker spaniel,
poodle or pit bull.

At the Humane Society in this study,

most animals being pursued in adoption were large dogs
intended for protection or hunting purposes.

This was

evidenced in verbal comments of the subjects as they
responded to the researcher's initial inquiry, "Are you
here to adopt a pet?" and this information was not retained
for use in the study.

APPENDIX A
INFORMATION AND CONSENT

INFORMATION AND CONSENT
You are being asked to participate in a study by
Clinical Psychology graduate student Laura A. WeberAnderson, at the University of Central Florida, under the
supervision of Burton I. Blau, Ph.D. The study examines
the characteristics of individuals seeking to adopt a pet
and those not seeking to adopt a pet.
You are asked to complete the questionnaires which are
attached. This will take approximately 20 minutes. You
are also asked to suggest two adult friends or relatives
who do not have a pet and do not choose to have one.
Please tell them that they will be contacted by telephone
within three days. If they agree to participate, they will
be mailed the same questionnaire packets. Please do not
discuss the contents of the questionnaires with others.
No individual will be personally identified in the
study and your participation will have no influence on the
Humane Society's decision regarding your request for
adoption. Only the researchers will have access to the
data and all information will be kept confidential. Your
return of the completed questionnaires signifies your
consent to participate.
Adult fr i ends or relatives who do not have nor choose
to have a pet:
Name:
Address:
Telephone:
Name:
Address:
Telephone:
Thank you for your time.
If you would like a summary of the results of the
study, please include your name and address below an~ a
copy of the summary will be sent to you upon completion.
In addition, the final study will be available at the UCF
library, under the name of Laura A, Weber-Anderson. If you
have any questions or comments, feel free to call the UCF
Psychology Department at (407) 275-2216.
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APPENDIX B
INFORMATION AND CONSENT

INFORMATION AND CONSENT
You are being asked to participate in a study by
Clinical Psychology graduate student Laura A. WeberAnderson, at the University of Central Florida, under the
supervision of Burton I. Blau, Ph.D. The study examines
the characteristics of individuals seeking to adopt a pet
and those not seeking to adopt a pet.
You are asked to complete the questionnaires which are
attached and return them as soon as possible in the
enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope. Completion
should take approximately 20 minutes. Please do not
discuss the contents of the questionnaires with othe rs.
No individual will be personally identified in the
study. Only the researchers will have access to the data
and all information will be kept confidential. Your return
of the completed questionnaires signifies your consent to
participate.
If you would like a summary of the results of the
study, please include your name and addr ess on the enclosed
card and mail it separately. A copy will be sent to you
upon completion. In addition, the final study will be
available at the UCF library, under the name of Laura A.
Weber-Anderson. If you have any questions or comments,
feel free to call the UCF Psychology Department at (407)
275-2216.

Thank you for your time.
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APPENDIX

C

RETURN MAILER

RETURN MAILER
Please mail me a summary
of the research project.

TO:
Laura A. Weber-Anderson
Graduate Student
UCF Psychology Department
Orlando, Florida 32816

Name:
Address:
city:
Zip Code:

34

APPENDIX D
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
Age:
sex:

Male
Female

Marital status:
Single, never married
Single, living with a partner
Married
Separated
Divorced
Widowed
Education:
Grade completed
Number of minor children living with you:
Prior pet ownership:
Yes Type:
No

How many years: _ _

Do you currently have a pet:
Yes Type:
No

How many years: _ _
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APPENDIX E
CONTACT SHEET

CONTACT SHEET
Please contact _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ and
and notify them that I will be calling within three days to
discuss their possible participation in the study.
Thank you again for your time.
questionnaires with anyone.

Please do not discuss the

Laura A. Weber-Anderson
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APPENDIX F
NEO PERSONALITY INVENTORY

NEO PERSONALITY INVENTORY
1.

I really like most people I meet.

2.

I have a very active imagination.

3.

I often feel tense and jittery.

4.

I shy away from crowds of people.

5.

I keep my belongings neat and clean.

6.

Aesthetic and artistic concerns aren't very important
to me.

7.

I'm an even-tempered person.

8.

I am dominant, forceful, and assertive.

9.

Without strong emotions, life would be uninteresting
to me.

10.

I'm pretty good about pacing myself so as to get
things done on time.

11.

Sometimes I feel completely worthless.

12.

I don't get much pleasure from chatting with people.

13.

I try to keep all my thoughts directed along realistic
lines and avoid flights of fancy.

14.

I rarely feel fearful or anxious.

15.

I try to perform all the tasks assigned to me
conscientiously.

16.

I like to have a lot of people around me.

17.

I am sometimes completely absorbed in music I am
listening to.

18.

I often get angry at the way people treat me.

19.

I sometimes fail to assert myself as much as I
should.
40
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20.

I have a clear set of goals and work toward them in
orderly fashion.
an

21.

I rarely experience strong emotions.

22.

I have sometimes experienced a deep sense of guilt or
sinfulness.

23.

I'm known as a warm and friendly person.

24.

I have an active fantasy life.

25.

I work hard to accomplish my goals.

26.

I am easily frightened.

27.

I usually prefer to do things alone.

28.

Watching ballet or modern dance bores me.

29.

I am not considered a touchy or temperamental person.

30.

I am not a very methodical person.

31.

I never hesitate to assert my rights if I feel I'm
being taken advantage of.

32.

How I feel about things is important to me.

33 •

I tend to blame myself when anything goes wrong.

34.

Many people think of me as somewhat cold and distant.

35.

I pay my debts promptly and in full.

36 •

I don't like to waste my time daydreaming.

37.

I am not a worrier.

38.

I really feel the need for other people if I am by
myself for long.

39.

Certain kinds of music have an endless fascination for
me.
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40,

I waste a lot of time before settling down to work.

41,

I am known as hot-blooded and quick-tempered.

42,

In meetings, I usually let others do the talking.

43.

I find it hard to get in tough with my feelings.

44.

I have a low opinion of myself.

45.

I try to do jobs carefully, so they won't have to be
done again.

46.

I really enjoy talking to people.

47.

I enjoy concentrating on a fantasy or daydream and
exploring all its possibilities, letting it grow and
develop.

48.

I often worry about things that might go wrong.

49.

I prefer small parties to large ones.

50.

Sometimes I'm not as dependable or reliable as I
should be.

51.

Poetry has little or no effect on me.

52.

It takes a lot to get me mad.

53.

I have often been a leader of groups I have belonged
to.

54.

I experience a wide range of emotions or feelings.

55,

I strive to achieve all I can.

56.

Sometimes things look pretty bleak and hopeless to
me.

57.

I find it easy to smile and be outgoing with
strangers.

58,

If I feel my mind starting to drift off into
daydreams, I usually get busy and start concentrating
on some work or activity instead.

59.

Frightening thoughts sometimes come into my head,
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60.

When I make a commitment, I can always be counted on
to follow through.

61.

I'd rather vacation at a popular beach than an
isolated cabin in the woods.

62.

I am intrigued by the patterns I find in art and
nature.

63.

I often get disgusted with people I have to deal
with.

64.

I would rather go my own way than be a leader of
others.

65.

I like to keep everything in its place so I know just
where i t is.

66.

I se l dom pay much attention to my feelings of the
moment.

67.

I rarely feel lonely or blue.

68.

I have strong emotional attachments to my friends.

69.

As a child I rarely enjoyed games of make believe.

70.

I never seem to be able to get organized.

71.

I'm seldom apprehensive about the future.

72.

I prefer jobs that let me work alone without being
bothered by other people.

73.

Sometimes when I am reading poetry or looking at a
work of art, I feel a chill or wave of excitement.

74 .

People I work or associate with find me easy to get
along with.

75.

I am a productive person who always gets the job
done.

76.

Other people often look to me to make decisions.

77.

I seldom notice the moods or feelings that different
environments produce.

78.

Too often, when things go wrong, I get discouraged a nd
feel like giving up.

44

79.

I take a personal interest in the people I work with.

80.

I tend to be somewhat fastidious or exacting.

81.

I would have difficulty just letting my mind wander
without control or guidance.

82.

I have fewer fears than most people.

83.

I would rather watch an event on television than be
there in the audience.

84.

I enjoy reading poetry that emphasizes feelings and
images more than story lines.

85.

I strive for excellence in everything I do.

86.

There are some people I really hate.

87.

Others think of me as being modest and unassuming.

88.

I find i t easy to empathize--to feel myself what
others are feeling.

89.

I am seldom sad or depressed.

90.

I am easy-going and lackadaisical.

91.

I'm not the kind of person who must always be busy
with something.

92.

I'm pretty set in my ways.

93.

I seldom feel self-conscious when I'm around people.

94.

I often crave excitement.

95.

I believe that most people are basically wellintentioned.

96.

I often enjoy playing with theories or abstract
ideas.

97.

I have trouble resisting my cravings.

98.

I have never literally jumped for joy.

99.

I believe letting students hear controversial speakers
can only confuse and mislead them.
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100. I often get into arguments with my family and coworkers.
101. I feel I am capable of coping with most of my
problems.
102. When I do things, I do them vigorously.
103. I think it' s interesting to learn and develop new
hobbies.
104. In dealing with other people, I always dread making a
social blunder.
105. I go out of my way to help others if I can.
106. I have sometimes done things just for "kicks" or
"thrills".
107. I enjoy solving problems or puzzles.
108. I rarely overindulge in anything.
109. I have sometimes experienced intense joy or ecstasy.
110. It wouldn't bother me if I had to punish a child or
pet.
111. I believe that laws and social policies should change
to reflect the needs of a changing world.
112. I often feel helpless and want someone else to solve
my problems.
113. I have a leisurely style in work and play.
114. I like to follow a strict routine in my work.
115. I think most of the people I deal with are honest and
trustworthy.
116. It doesn't embarrass me too much if people ridicule
and tease me.
117. I like to be where the action is.
118. I enjoy working on "mind-twister"-type puzzles.
119. When I am having my favorite foods, I tend to eat too
much.
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120. I try to be courteous to everyone I meet.
121. I am not a cheerful optimist.
122. I believe we should look to our religious authorities
for decisions on moral issues.
123. I keep a cool head in emergencies.
124. I often feel as if I'm bursting with energy.
125. Starving masses in foreign countries leave me pretty
cold.
126. Once I find the right way to do something, I stick to
it.
127. At times I have been so ashamed I just wanted to
hide.
128. Fast cars and motorcycles have never had much appeal
to me.
129. I find philosophical arguments boring.
130. Some people think I'm selfish and egotistical.
131. I have little difficulty resisting temptation.
132. Sometimes I bubble with happiness.
133 . I believe that the different ideas of right and wrong
that people in other societies have may be valid for
them.
134. When I'm under a great deal of stress, sometimes I
feel like I'm going to pieces.
135. I tend to be cynical and skeptical of others'
intentions.
136. My work is likely to be slow but steady.
137. I often try new and foreign foods.
138. I often feel inferior to others.
139. I love the excitement of roller coasters.
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140. I would rather cooperate with others than compete with

them.

141, I sometimes lose interest when people talk about very

abstract, theoretical matters.

142. I sometimes eat myself sick.
143. I don't consider myself especially "light-hearted".
144. I believe that loyalty to one's ideals and principles

is more important than "open-mindedness".
145. I believe that most people will take advantage of you

if you let them.
146. I can handle myself pretty well in a crisis.
147. I usually seem to be in a hurry.
148. I prefer to spend my time in familiar surroundings.
149. I feel comfortable in the presence of my bosses or

other authorities.
150. some people think of me as cold and calculating.
151. I wouldn't enjoy vacationing in Las Vegas.
152. I have little interest in speculating on the nature of

the universe or the human condition.
153. I am always able to keep my feelings under control.
154. I am a cheerful, high-spirited person.
155. Most people I know like me.
156. I consider myself broad-minded and tolerant of other

people's lifestyles.
157. It's often hard for me to make up my mind.
158. My life is fast-paced.
159. On a vacation, I prefer going back to a tried and true

spot.
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160, I'm hard-headed and tough-minded in my attitudes.
161. If I have said or done the wrong thing to someone, I

can hardly bear to face them again.

162. I'm attracted to bright colors and flashy styles.
163. I have a lot of intellectual curiosity.
164. Sometimes I do things on impulse that I later regret.
165. I generally try to be thoughtful and considerate.
166. I rarely use words like "fantastic!" or "sensational"

to describe my experiences.
16 7 . I think that if people don't know what they believe in
by the time they're 25, there's something wrong with

them.
168. When everything seems to be going wrong, I can still

make good decisions.
169. I am a very active person.
170. If I don't like people, I let them know it.
171. I fol l ow the same route when I go someplace.
172. When people I know do foolish things, I get

embarrassed for them.
173. I tend to avoid movies that are shocking or scary.
174. I have a wide range of intellectual interests.
175. In most s i tuations, I try to be aware of how others

are thinking and feeling.
176. I seldom give in to my impulses.
177. I laugh easily.
178. I believe that the "new morality" of permissiveness is

no morality at all.
179. I'm pretty stable emotionally.
180. If necessary, I am willing to manipulate people to get

what I want.
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181. I have tried to answer all these questions honestly
and accurately.
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